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REPORT OF THE AHORNEY-GENERAL 



State of California, Office of Attorney-General, 
Sacramento, September 15, 1906. 

To His Excellency, Georqe C. Pardee, 

Governor of California, 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit to you herewith my biennial report, 
made pursuant to the provisions of law in that behalf, covering the 
work of this office for the two years ending September 15, 1906. 

It will be observed that, up to the middle of April of the present year, 
the routine business of the department has shown a constant growth in 
volume, quite consistent with the growth of the State and its manifold 
material interests. 

Subsequent to the date mentioned, there has been a temporary lull in 
ordinary routine affairs, owing to the destruction of court records and 
the interruption of judicial and commercial functions throughout the 
State by the recent disastrous conflagration in San Francisco. These 
routine matters have, however, been more than compensated for, during 
the past six months, by the large number of matters of extraordinary 
character that have come before me, requiring the closest attention 
and application of every member of my office force. 

Without entering into detail, these matters may be summarized by a 
reference to the insurance situation; to the governmental questions 
arising from the long series of holidays necessarily proclaimed by your 
Excellency; to the confusion arising from lost or destroyed public 
records; and to the duties attendant upon the special session of the 
Legislature called to pass laws tow meet the abnormal conditions caused 
by the recent calamity. 

The division of the work of the office into three separate channels has 
been maintained, as far as possible, viz: into civil litigation, criminal 
appeals, and opinions. 

At the date of my last biennial report there were pending before this 
office one hundred and three civil cases; since that time one hundred , 
and one new cases have been received, as against seventy-two cases for 
the previous two years; one hundred and six cases of civil litigation 
have been finally disposed of, so far as the interests of the State are 
concerned, leaving now pending in the office ninety-seven civil cases. 

In addition to the formal report herewith transmitted, I beg to call 
attention to some of the more important civil matters that have come 
before me. 
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CIVIL LITIGATION. 
Bond Investment Companies. 

In my last report I called attention to the questionable nature of the 
business being then transacted throughout the State by a large number 
of so-called "bond investment" companies, and indicated the desira- 
bility of action to restrain such as appeared to be doing an illegal busi- 
ness. I pointed out, however, the inadequacy of the law, as it then 
stood, to protect the interests of the bondholders or creditors of such 
corporations, and suggested the amendment of the statutes in that 
respect. 

At its session of 1905 the Legislature passed an Act "defining bond 
investment companies, and regulating and governing corporations 

* * * and individuals engaged in the business of selling bonds 

* * * or certificates of investment * * * on the installment 
plan * * * wherein the holder may be subject to forfeiture for 
non-payment of installments, * * * and to protect the holders 
thereof.^ ^ 

This Act requires an initial deposit with the State Treasurer of 
$5,000 in cash, or in securities to be approved by that officer, and the 
further deposit, semi-annually, of ten per cent of all payments or 
installments received. " The Act also requires that forty per cent of all 
payments or installments be set aside as a reserve fund, which "maybe 
invested from time to time within the discretion of the board of 
directors." The Attorney-General is given authority to at any time 
examine the affairs of any concern doing business under the Act, and if 
it be ascertained that the company has not assets equal to the total 
required reserve, that officer shall at once commence an action to 
restrain the company from the further transaction of business, and 
may, in his discretion, institute proceedings to have it declared bank- 
rupt. 

There occurs in the Act, however, this remarkable provision : 

" No corporation * * * doing business * * * as an 
investment company * * * shall hereafter lend to holders 
of bonds * * * out of its reserve fund, any amount 
greater than the proportionate share of such bond * * * 
in said reserve, and whenever such loan is made it shall be 
evidenced by the note of the borrower and secured by a 
deposit, as collateral security, of the bond * * * on 
which the same is made. Any collateral so taken may he 
deposited with the treasurer of the State of California as a part 
of the deposit hereinbefore required. * * * '^ 

Whatever protection might have been afforded to persistent bond- 
holders by other portions of the Act is completely destroyed by the 
provision quoted. 
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I cite, as a concrete instance, the conditions disclosed by an examina* 
tion of a concern claiming to be perfectly solvent. Its investment 
bonds each carry a loan value of about sixty per cent of the amount 
paid in by the bondholder. A number of the bondholders became dissatis- 
fied with their investment and, desiring to withdraw, were paid the 
loan value of their respective bonds and their notes were taken 
therefor, their bonds being deposited with the company as collateral 
for the payment of the notes. These persons had no intention of 
paying their notes nor of redeeming their bonds. In many other cases 
a bondholder, temporarily embarrassed financially, was credited upon 
the books of the company with advance payments to the extent of the 
loan value of his bond, his note taken therefor, and the bond deposited 
as collateral, and thereafter the bondholder defaulted in the payment 
of his note and the bond reverted to the company. These bonds so 
deposited as collateral were substituted with the State Treasurer for the 
tangible cash and securities theretofore deposited with that officer. 
Such collateral, however, had no value except in so far as it was a lien 
upon the reserve fund of the company, and if the reserve fund, as 
rapidly as it accumulated, was ''within the discretion of the board of 
directors" loaned to embarrassed or dissatisfied bondholder's, the per- 
sistent bondholder had absolutely no protection. The concern in ques- 
tion, however, and others of its caliber, promptly availed themselves of 
the advertising value of the Act, and prominently displayed upon their 
literature the statement that they were doing business under a law of 
the State of California passed especially for the "protection" of bond- 
holders in investment companies. 

I at once commenced proceedings against this, and other companies 
whose affairs were in a similar condition, and these proceedings are 
pending. However, the publicity given to this litigation and to the 
methods of these concerns as therein disclosed by the public press of 
the State has had a salutary effect in warning the people against these 
concerns, with the result that they have practically ceased to attempt 
business in this State. 

Under the law as it now exists, irresponsible persons may commence 
the business of selling certificates of investment, and my office have no 
information until complaint is made to me of a repudiation by them 
of their contract. I then learn, in nearly every instance, that each of 
such contracts is, in part at least, unlawful. The statute should be so 
amended as to require these certificates and forms of contract to be sub- 
mitted to some public officer, designated by the statute, for his approval, 
as to the legality of their terms, before they may be offered for sale. 
Statutes of a similar purport exist in other states and are also to be 
found among the laws enacted by Congress. 
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f^olsom Prison Water Suits. 

When I assumed office, the action of Sacramento Gas, Electric and 
Railway Company vs. Board of State Prison Directors had been pending 
in the Superior Court of Sacramento County for more than two years. 
This action involved the right and power of the prison authorities to 
procure sufficient water from the American River, by means of the 
Polsom dam and canal, for power and domestic purposes of the prison. 
A restraining order had been issued, the effect of which was practically 
to deprive the prison of water for either of the purposes named during 
the stages of low water in the summer and fall months. The plaintiff 
company claimed a prior right to the water, and the right to shut down 
the headgates of the canal and store water in the dam, regardless of the 
wants or necessities of the prison. As the company would only raise the 
gates and permit the stored water to pass down the canal late at night, 
the practical effect of their contention, had it prevailed, would have been 
to entirely deprive the State of water for power and domestic purposes. 
The State Prison at Folsom had been so located and constructed as to 
be absolutely dependent for its supply of water upon the Folsom dam 
and canal, so that a loss of this water meant the destruction of the 
value and usefulness of the Folsom Prison plant. Furthermore, the 
State had contributed more than half a million dollars in labor and 
money in aid of the construction of the dam, canal, and power house, 
which would also have been lost to it had the plaintiff prevailed. The 
importance of this litigation is, therefore, apparent. 

The State claimed the prior right to the water in the American River, 
with the incidental right of controlling the headgates of the canal. 
Whether this claim was valid, or not, depended upon the construction 
of contracts and dealings between the State and the grantors of the 
company, extending over a period of nearly thirty years. This involved 
a thorough and careful consideration of an immense amount of data, 
evidentiary and otherwise. Before this case came to trial, I commenced 
an action on behalf of the State, to establish its prior right to the waters 
in question. The trial of both cases was had before Hon. J. W. Hughes 
in the Superior Court of Sacramento County. A mass of documentary 
evidence was offered, and the cases were orally argued several times. 
In July, 1906, judgment was entered in both cases in favor of the State, 
the first action being dismissed with costs, and the second terminating 
in a judgment that the State is the owner of and entitled to the free 
and unobstructed flow of all the water in the American River necessary 
to maintain at the State's power house a head or fall of 7.33 feet, and 
for domestic and irrigation purposes at the prison. 

If these judgments survive the test of an appeal to the Supreme 
Court— and I have no doubt they will — the title of the State to a prior 
right to water at Folsom is assured for all time. 
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Montgomery Ayeiiue Bond Cases. 

In my last report I called attention to certain actions which had 
been commenced against the State on account of so-called "Montgomery 
Avenue Bonds." The bonds referred to were issued pursuant to an Act 
of the Legislature, passed in 1872, "to open and establish a public 
street in the City and County of San Francisco, to be called Mont- 
gomery Avenue, and to take private lands therefor." Subsequently the 
bonds were held by the courts to have been illegally issued, and it was 
determined that neither the Bond District nor the City and County of 
San Francisco was liable thereon. Suits were then commenced against 
the State, in an attempt to recover some $1,255,000 principal and 
$1,653,660 interest, or a total of $2,878,560. In November, 1905, after 
a full presentation of the matter, the demurrer of the State to the com- 
plaints was sustained, and I am confident that, should an appeal be 
taken, the ruling of the lower court will be sustained. 

Honeyeutt vs. Colg'an. 

This was an action commenced by the Auditor of Madera County to 
compel the State Controller, in making his annual settlements with the 
county, to deduct from the county's payment an amount sufficient to 
cover the sums theretofore received by the State from the county, dur- 
ing many years past, on account of penalties on delinquent taxes col- 
lected under an incorrect construction of the provisions of Sections 3816 
and 3817 of the Political Code. Judgment went for defendant in the 
lower court, on demurrer, and on an appeal by the plaintiff, this judg- 
ment was, in March, 1906, sustained by the District Court of Appeal, 
Third District, and thereafter rehearing was, by the Supreme Court, 
denied. 

Collateral Inheritance Tax Suits. 

In my last J)iennial report your attention was called to the matter of 
the Estate of Cornelia E. Campbell, deceased, George 0. Campbell et al., 
plaintiffs in error, then pending in the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

That case involved the constitutionality of the State Inheritance Tax 
Act of 1893, with its several amendments. By decision of the United 
States Supreme Court, handed down on January 2, 1906, the Act and 
its amendments were held to be constitutional. This decision affirmed 
a judgment theretofore rendered by the Supreme Court of the State of 
California. 

By an Act of the Legislature passed at its session of 1905 the said 
Collateral Inheritance Tax Act of 1893, together with its several amend- 
ments, was repealed, and a new Act adopted. Shortly after the pas- 
sage of this last Act, Oscar A. Trippet. as the executor of the last will 
of A. Gruendike, deceased, commenced an action in the Superior Court 
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of San Diego County, wherein it was contended that all estates which 
had not paid the inheritance tax prior to the date when the Act of 
1905 went into effect were relieved from such payment. It was esti- 
mated by the State Controller that this question involved more than 
$250,000. I appeared on behalf of the State, and in February, 1906, 
the case was tried in the lower court and judgment rendered against 
the contentions of the petitioner. Thereafter an appeal was taken to 
the Supreme Court of the State, and on the 16th day of August, 1906, 
the judgment of the trial court was affirmed. 

INSURANCE MATTERS. 

While the fire was still raging in San Francisco, the question arose 
as to the probability of certain insurance companies attempting to 
evade their liability, and as to the power of the State to compel those 
companies to fulfill their contracts. 

The Insurance Commissioner called on me at an early date, and I 
stated to him that my entire office force was at his disposal, and that I 
would cooperate with him to the fullest extent, to the end that the law 
might be enforced against every company attempting to violate any 
statutory provision. 

The subject, almost immediately, assumed two well-defined phases : 

1. The status of domestic insurance companies; and, 

2. The status of foreign insurance companies. 

Referring first to domestic companies, there were but two of these. 
One of them, the California Insurance Company, was able to and did 
immediately proceed to adjust its losses and pay its claims, dollar for 
dollar. The other domestic company, the Fireman's Fund Insurance 
Company, sustained such losses that it was early ascertained that the 
company had become insolvent. As I shall hereafter point out to you, 
it was patent that a receiver might be appointed for the purpose of 
liquidating the affairs of the concern. However, as sucK proceedings 
would be expensive and lead to tedious delays, and as the officers of the 
company stated that their only desire was to pay over every cent of 
their assets to their creditors, the Insurance Commissioner and myself 
have delayed taking action, awaiting the result of the efforts on the part 
of the company's management to arrange and execute a plan whereby 
the policy-holders will participate pro rata in a distribution of the 
assets of the company. 

The situation was not the same as to all foreign companies. Some of 
these proceeded at once fairly to adjust and pay all claims. Others 
absolutely denied liability. Again, some declined to pay, by reason of 
ambiguous words or phrases inserted in small print among the con- 
ditions in the policies. These objectionable phrases consisted of such 
expressions as: (a) the fallen-building clause, (h) the earthquake 
clause, and (c) the indirect-damage clause. 
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When the officers of the State looked about for a remedy against 
these defaulting companies, it was found that the statutes of the State 
were in many respects defective and incomplete. It appeared, first, 
that a foreign insurance company may cease to do business in the State 
of California without liquidating its liabilities therein (Political Code, 
Section 595), and at such time it seems to be the duty of the Insurance 
Commissioner to cause the fact of withdrawal to be published for two 
weeks in each of two daily newspapers, and, the expense of such publi- 
cation not being otherwise provided for, would apparently be a charge 
against the State. (Political Code, Section 595.) In short, a default- 
ing foreign insurance company seems to have the right to leave the 
State when it pleases, and all that the public officers can do is to close 
the door and pay the cost of closing it. Second, if the company remains 
in California and is conducting business therein, no matter in what 
manner the business is being conducted, the only action that the Insur- 
ance Commissioner may take is that prescribed by the statute in the 
event that he ascertains that a company is insolvent. (Political Code, 
Sectioi; 600.) In other words, the company can violate the terms of 
its contracts so generally as to amount to a practice, and yet the State 
officers are without power to cause such practice to be discontinued. 
Third, as many policies had been destroyed by fire, the Legislature, at 
its special session, provided that the Insurance Commissioner might 
call upon insurance companies to furnish a list of their policy-holders, 
etc. The penalty for refusal to furnish such list is a forfeiture of the 
right to do business in the State of California and a fine of two thousand 
dollars. (Political Code, Section 597a.) Few companies refused to 
furnish such list, but as to those refusing, it became necessary for me, 
in the interest of the policy-holders, to advise the Insurance Commis- 
sioner to take no further steps in the matter, because, if he did so, the 
company might go to its home, and every policy-holder in the State of 
California would thereafter be compelled to go to some foreign court to 
maintain an action against such defaulting company. 

During all of this period I have endeavored to avoid "taking refuge 
behind criticism and complaint instead of action," and every provision 
of law upon which the State could rely has been enforced. 

From what has been said above, however, it will be readily seen that 
the code of insurance law in this State is inefficient and should be 
amended. It is apparent that the more important remedies desirable 
with reference to insurance are: 

First — The Legislature should prescribe a standard form of fire insur- 
ance policy. This has been done in New York, Massachusetts, and 
several other states. 

Second — The present statute as to the stipulation now required to be 
filed with the Insurance Commissioner regarding service, should be 
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amended so as to provide that in the stipulation the foreign insurance 
company coming into this State to transact business shall so bind itself 
that all controversies arising out of that business shall be submitted 
to the courts of this State for determination, and that such determina- 
tion shall have the same effect as it would between litigants residents 
of this State. The stipulation referred to should further bind the 
fqreign company to settle all controversies and adjust all of its 
liabilities, as shown by its verified statement to be filed with the Insur- 
ance Commissioner, before such company may withdraw from the 
State. In this behalf, our statute concerning the effect of a foreign 
judgment should be amended by providing that judgments rendered in 
foreign states shall have the same force and effect as judgments rendered 
by the courts of this State, in order to establish reciprocal relations 
between the states. 

Third — The Legislature should pass a statute requiring of foreign 
insurance companies a deposit of a sum to be designated by the Legis- 
lature, and such statute should further provide that the sum should be 
increased as the business of the company increases, — that is, a provision 
in the nature of a ''sliding scale." After enacting such deposit statute 
the Legislature should enact a statute imposing a fine on the company, 
and not on the agent, for willfully refusing to obey the laws of this 
State or to comply with the terms of its policies. Such fine should be 
made payable to the School Fund out of the deposit above mentioned 
and should be in a sum not exceeding the amount of the deposit in the 
State Treasury. 

Fourth — The law should require that both domestic and foreign insur- 
ance companies, whether fire, life, accident, or otherwise, should submit 
to the Insurance Commissioner, for his approval, all forms of policies or 
contracts, before proceeding to write business thereon. 

JUDGMENTS AGAINST THE STATE. 

No money judgments have been rendered against the State, since the 
date of my last biennial report, except in so-called "Coyote Scalp" 
cases. A detailed statement of these judgments is contained in a sup- 
plemental report made by me to your Excellency shortly after the 
transmission of my regular report, and at its session of 1905 the Legis- 
lature made provision for the payment of the judgments, and such 
judgments have been fully satisfied, thus finally closing the matter, so 
far as the State is concerned. 

LEAVE TO SUE MATTERS. 

During the two years covered by this report, I have granted five per- 
mits to sue in the name of the People in quo warranto proceedings. In 
this connection I would respectfully direct your attention to the sug- 
gestions made in my last biennial report, where I recommended legis- 
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lation removing the power of granting such applications to the courts, 
where, under our system of jurisprudence, it would seem to more 
properly belong. 

In this connection I would make reference to the case of 

Cyril G. Lamb vs. U. S. Webb, etc., and Francis H. Glass. 

This is an action brought against me to compel, by mandamus, the 
granting of leavfe to institute an action in the name of the People 
against the defendant Glass, for the purpose of determining title to the 
oflBce of supervisor of one of the supervisorial districts of Santa Barbara 
County. I denied the application because it seemed to me to be with- 
out merit. The judgment of the lower court was in favor of the 
plaintiff, and from the order directing the issuance of a peremptory 
writ of mandate 1 have prosecuted an appeal to the Supreme Court, 
where the cause is pow pending. 

OPINIONS AND CONSULTATIONS. 

Since the date of my last report, I have rendered to the various 
oflSaers, commissions, and District Attorneys of the State some three 
hundred and sixty official opinions. 

In addition to the rendition of opinions, this departnfient of the office 
has passed upon several important abstracts of title to property in 
which the State was interested; has examined a large number of con- 
tracts for the erection of buildings for^ or the furnishing of supplies to. 
State institutions, and has examined and reported to the Board of 
Examiners upon municipal bond issues in which that body was about 
to invest the school funds of the State. 

Prior to 1899, the opinions of the Attorney-General were not filed in 
such a manner as to be readily accessible for reference. At the com- 
mencement of his term in that year, my predecessor, Hon. Tirey L. 
Ford, inaugurated a system of filing and indexing, which I have con- 
tinued since assuming office. Many of the opinions upon the files are 
of general interest to and have an important bearing upon the duties 
of all the county officers and governing bodies of publix) institutions 
throughout the State. The printing and distribution of a selection of 
these opinions would, I am sure, pr9ve a most valuable aid to the large 
number of persons interested, who are now deprived of their benefit. 
I would therefore earnestly request that the Legislature be recom- 
mended to make an appropriation for this purpose. 

PEOPLE, ETC., VS. ADOLPH J. WEBER. 

In January, 1905, I was requested by your Excellency to proceed to 
Auburn, in Placer County, and assume charge of the prosecution of 
Adolph J. Weber, who was there charged by information with the crime 
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of murder. I complied with your request and the trial opened on 
January 27, 1906, and concluded on the 22d day of February, 1905, 
with a verdict of guilty, without recommendation. From this judg- 
ment an appeal was taken to the Supreme Court of this State, and on 
the 21st day of June, 1906, the judgment was affirmed. Subsequently 
the defendant was resentenced, and on the 27th day of September, 1906, 
was executed at the State Prison at Folsom. 

CRIMINAL APPEALS. 

Since the rendition of my last biennial report, one hundred and 
fourteen appeals in criminal cases have been received; thirty-six 
criminal appeals were pending at the date of my last report; thus 
making one hundred and fifty cases referred to in the detailed schedule 
annexed to this communication. 

The present status of these one hundred and fifty cases may be 
summarized as follows: 





Supreme 
Court. 


First 
District. 


Second 
District. 


Third 
District. 


Totals. 


In favor of People .• 


37 
15 


19 
7 


12 
4 


15 

7 


as 


In favor of Defendants . 


33 






Total decided 


52 
6 


26 
16 


16 
3 


22 
9 


116 


Number pending 


34 


Total reported 


58 


42 


19 


31 


150 







It will be observed that, through the establishment of the District 
Courts of Appeal, the Supreme Court has been relieved of over sixty-five 
per cent of the criminal business which would have otherwise come 
before it. 

STATE BOARDS. 

There will be reported to you, from other sources, the matters and 
things coming before the boards of which I am, ex officio, a member, 
viz: the State Board of Examiners and the State Commission in Lunacy ^ 
whose many meetings I have attended, either in person or by my 
assistant. 

By recent Acts of the Legislature, the Attorney-General is also made 
a member of the State Board of Forestry, and one of the commissioners 
of the State Building at San Francisco. 



REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS. 

Annexed to this communication I transmit a tabulation of the reports 
of the District Attorneys of the State. 
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From a simple computation, it will be observed that of the total 
number of persons proceeded against by District Attorneys, less than 
eleven per cent escaped punishment. This is an excellent showing, 
and gives good reason for confidence in the prosecuting officers of the 
State. 

CONCLUSION. 

The work of this department is at this moment up to date, a condition 
made possible by the efficient and untiring labors of the various mem- 
bers of my office force. 

Respectfully submitted. 



U. S. WEBB 



Attorney-General. 
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CIVIL CASES IN THE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT. 



Boston Insurance Company^ a corporation, plaintiff, vs. E. Myron Wolf^ 
Insurance Commissioner , eic. Ninth Circuit, to declare null and void 
the license issued to complainant in so far as it purports to licence 
right to do business after time named, to enjoin defendant from 
revoking certain certificates of authority, and for costs. Dismissed, on 
motion of plaintiff. Closed. 

Western Pacific Railivay Company, a corporation, plaintiff, vs. South- 
ern Pacific Company et al., defendants. In the Superior Court of 
Alameda County, thence transferred to U. S. Circuit Court, Northern 
District, Ninth Circuit, to condemn certain lands for railway purposes, 
assess the values thereof, and adverse claims thereto. August 24, 1906, 
appearance entered for State, etc. 

The United States of America, plaintiff, vs. The State, etc., defendant. 
Ninth Circuit, to cancel patents to lands listed by the Federal Govern- 
ment to the State and by the State patented to certain individuals. 
August 6, 1906, demurrer filed. 
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CIVIL CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE 

OF CALIFORNIA. 



George Engwicht, respondent^ vs. Pacific States Life Assurance Com- 
pany, a corporation, respondent, Truman Reeves, Treasurer, etc, appel- 
lant, J. H. T, Watkinson, respondent. By complaint in the Superior 
Court of the City and County of San Francisco to collect $436 insurance 
from deposit in State Treasury. Judgment for plaintiff for $236 and 
costs, payable from $5,000 deposit in State Treasury, and for intervenor 
Watkinson for $1,150.24 and costs, payable from deposit of $5,000 in 
State Treasury; defendant Reeves appealed, and on September 25, 
1906, appellant's brief in opposition to motion to dismiss cause filed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Adolph Sutro, Deceased. By petition of 
Theodore Shucking et al., in the Superior Court of the City and County 
of San Francisco, under Section 1664, Code of Civil Procedure, to deter- 
mine heirship involving title to trust estate for public and charitable 
purposes. Answer of State filed April 28, 1903. Cause tried and 
decree for petitioner, declaring trust void. Respondents appealed. 

United Railroads of San Francisco, a corporation, plaintiff, vs. E. P. 
Colgan, etc., appellant, and Edward J. Smith, Tax Collector, etc., et al., 
respondents. In the Superior Court of the City and County of San Fran- 
cisco, to determine whether United Railroads' property should be 
assessed by State Board of Equalization or City and County Assessor. 
Judgment for Edward J. Smith, Tax Collector, and defendant Colgan 
appealed April 7, 1905. July 12, 1905, appellant's brief filed. 

A. S. Honeycutt, Auditor, etc., appellant, vs. E. P. Colgan, Controller, 
etc., respondent. In the Superior Court of the City and County of San 
Francisco (change of venue granted to Sacramento County), by petition 
for writ of mandate to compel defendant to deduct $9,306.86, account 
penalties delinquent taxes in making settlement with plaintiff. Decem- 
ber 7, 1904, judgment for defendant, and on June 3, 1905, plaintiff 
appealed. March 30, 1906, judgment of trial court affirmed. Closed. 

People, etc., appellant, vs. Charles Edelman, respondent. In the 
Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco, by complaint 
to determine title of defendant to office of notary public. October 7, 
1904, judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. 

'2— A-G 
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A. J. Gaylord, petitioner, vs. Charles F. Curr^y, Secretary of State, etc, 
respondent. In the Supreme Court of the State of California, by peti- 
tion for mandate to compel respondent to certify the name of petitioner 
as candidate of Socialist Party for Representative from First Congres- 
sional District. October 19, 1904, argued and submitted, and on same 
date ordered that peremptory writ issue. Closed. 

San Diego Realty Company, a corporation, respondent, va, A. F. Cornell^ 
Tax Collector, et al., appellants. In the Superior Court of San Diego 
County, to enjoin execution of deeds to State for, and to annul assess- 
ments of, etc., certain property of plaintiff in San Diego County. 
November 5, 1904, defendants declining to answer, judgment for 
plaintiff. November 14, defendants appealed. Appellants' reply brief 
filed. 

Title Guaranty and Trust Company, a corporation, respondent, vs. 
County of Los Angeles, appellant. In the Superior Court of Los Angeles 
County, to recover $660, taxes assessed and levied, and paid under 
protest, on moneys held in escrow, and deposited in bank. October 29, 

1904, judgment for plaintiff, on stipulation of facts, for $66 and $9.15 
costs. Defendant appealed, and on December 17, 1904, appellant's brief 
filed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Eva Agnes Piper, Deceased, In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal from an order distrib- 
uting estate to the State of California as an escheat, amount $1,309.24. 
August 31, 1905, affirmed. Closed, 

Charles H, Murphy, appellant, vs. F. A. Bondshu, Attditor, etc.y 
respondent. In the Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal 
from an order denying writ of mandate seeking to compel defendant to 
repay to plaintiff $3.61 excess moneys paid by plaintiff through mis- 
take of defendant on redemption of property from tax sale. March 25, 

1905, respondent's brief filed. 

State, etc., by E. P. Colgan, Controller, etc., appellant, vs, M, B. Camp- 
bell, respondent. In the Superior Court of the State of California, 
appeal from order for change of venue. April — , 1906, affirmed. 

Savings and Loan Society, appellant, vs, Edmund M, Burke, Tax Col- 
lector, respondent. In the Supreme Court of the State of California, 
appeal from an order of the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County, 
sustaining demurrer to second amended complaint in an action to 
annul assessment of $1,316.86, taxes on mortgage interest of plaintiff 
in real property. June 13, 1905, respondent's brief filed. 
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In re Application of Navajo Mining and Development Company^ a 
corporationy for a Writ of Mandate. August 29, 1905, writ denied. 
Closed. 

Henry Miller, respondent, vs. County of Kern, appellant. In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal from judgment of the 
Superior Court of Kern County, declaring assessments void and finding 
for plaintiff for $21,668.29 taxes paid under protest, and $13,331.54 
interest and costs. Judgment for plaintiff, and on January 21, 1905, 
defendant appealed. March 23, 1905, appellant's brief filed. 

Kern Valley Water Company, a corporation, respondent, vs. County of 
Kern, appellant. (Same court and nature as above case, but for 
$1,177.52 taxes and $734.44 interest.) 

Frank French et al., petitioners, vs. The Senate of the State, etc, re- 
npondent. In the Supreme Court of the State of California, by petition 
for mandate to compel respondent to reinstate petitioners as members 
thereof, to annul their expulsion therefrom, etc. April 3, 1905, writ 
denied. Closed. 

Henry Miller, etc., respondent, vs. County of Kern, appellant. In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal from an order denying 
motion for a new trial in re Miller vs. County of Kern, supra. May 12, 
1905, appellant's brief filed. 

Bonestell, Richardson & Co., appellant, vs. Chas. F. Curry et al., re- 
spondents. Appeal from the City and County of San Francisco, for 
injunction restraining defendants from awarding contract for paper to 
Zellerbach & Sons. Dismissed. Closed. 

I. Rosenthal & Co., a corporation, appellant, vs. Chas. F, Curry, Sec- 
retary of State, et al., respondents. In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, to restrain defendants from taking an 
action or proceeding under an Act of 1905 to levy a license tax upon 
corporations. September 21, 1905, demurrer sustained, and plaintiff 
appealed. November 18, 1905, transcript on appeal filed. 

Alexander Cross, petitioner, vs. Superior Court of the City and County 
of San Francisco, etc., respondent. In the Supreme Court of the State 
of California, writ of prohibition restraining respondent from appoint- 
ing appraisers or otherwise proceeding to assess or collect collateral 
inheritance tax in re estate of James L. Cross, decided under law of 
1893 and acts amendatory thereof. October 14, 1905, petition for 
rehearing denied. Closed. 



20 REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAJ.. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Henry Hempker, Deceased, State of 
Calif orniay appellant, vs. G. F. Miller, respondent. In the Superior 
Court of Sonoma County, by information and a petition for a decree 
and a judgment escheating residue of estate ($2,063.55) into State 
Treasury. Judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. August 2, 
1905, appellant's brief filed. 

Ralph C. Harrison, petitioner, vs. E. P. Colgan, Controller, etc., 
respondent. In the Supreme Court of the State of California, by peti- 
tion for mandate compelling issuance to petitioner of warrant for salary 
as Justice of District Court of Appeal for June, 1905, at rate of $8,000 
per annum. October 10, 1905, petition denied. Closed. 

Ukiah Guarantee Abstract and Title Company, a corporation, peti- 
tioner, vs. Chas. F. Curry, as Secretary, etc., respondent. In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California. (Same nature as Pacific 
Coast Biscuit Company, a corporatian, vs. Chas. F. Curry, as Secretary, 
etc., pending in the Superior Court of the City and County of San 
Francisco.) November 25, 1905, peremptory writ granted. Closed. 

Chas. H. Spear et al., as Board of State Harbor Commissioners, peti- 
tioners, vs. Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer, etc., respondent In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California, by petition for mandamus 
directing respondent to proceed with sale of certain " San Francisco 
seawall " bonds. January 18, 1905, ordered that peremptory writ issue. 
Closed. 

The County of Los Angeles, petitioner, vs. Thomas J. Kirk, Superin- 
tendent, etc., respondent. In the Supreme Court of the State of Cali- 
fornia, by petition for writ of mandate to compel respondent in making 
apportionment of State School Fund to include as a part of daily aver- 
age attendance of schools of petitioner children between four and five 
years of age regularly admitted to kindergartens. December 27, 1905, 
writ denied. Closed. 

Cyril G. Lamb, respondent, vs. Ulysses S. Webb, Attorney- General, et al., 
appellants. In the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County, by petition 
for writ of mandate to compel Attorney-General to issue a " leave to 
sue." Petition granted, and defendants appealed. September 27, 1906, 
respondent's brief filed. 

Oscar A. Trippet, as executor, etc., appellant, vs. The State, etc., re- 
spondent. In the Superior Court of San Diego County, by complaint 
to obtain judgment that defendant has no lien under "Collateral 
Inheritance Act of 1893," etc., upon funds or property of said estate. 
Judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. August 10, 1906, 
judgment of trial court affirmed. Closed. 
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The County of Tehama, respondent^ i\s. E. L, Sisson, Treasurer, etc., 
et al., appellants, and A, L. Conrad et al., appellants. In the Supreme 
Court of the State of California, appeal from judgment of Superior 
Court of Tehama County restraining defendant treasurer from paying 
warrant in favor of intervenor Conrad for $950 drawn upon indigent 
fund to purchase fruit crop of county farm. Judgment for plaintiff, 
and defendants and intervenors appealed. March 14, 1906, appellants^ 
reply brief received. 

The County of Alameda, respondent, vs. Henry P. Dalton et al., appel- 
lants. In the Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal from 
Superior Court of Alameda County on first cause of action directing 
repayment of $2,769.95, fifteen per cent of poll taxes collected by 
defendant 1900. Appeal dismissed by stipulation of parties after 
decision of Supreme Court in County of Alameda vs. Dalton^ S. F. 
No. 3524. Closed. 

Teresa Casserly, appellant, vs. Alameda County, respondent. In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California, to quiet title of plaintiff to 
property in Oakland on which Hall of Records and Court House are 
situate. Judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. August 27, 
1906, appellant's reply brief filed. 

E. E. Elliott, petitioner, vs. George C. Pardee, Governor, etc. In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California, for mandate to compel re- 
spondent to appoint three election commissioners to call and hold an 
election for ofiicers of the' City of Compton. September 22, 1906, 
judgment for petitioner as prayed for, and on same date writ of man- 
date issued as prayed for. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Hannah McSweeney, Deceased, etc. In 
the Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal of heirs from 
order of Superior Court of the City and County of the San Francisco 
refusing distribution until collateral inheritance tax is paid. Time of 
appellant to file brief extended, pending Trippet vs. State, supra. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Elizabeth Hewlett Martin, Deceased. 
In the Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal from an order 
of the Superior Court of Santa Clara County directing payment of 
collateral inheritance tax. September 17, 1906, submitted for decision. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Edgar J. Bowen, Deceased. In the 
Supreme Court of the State of California, appeal of heirs from order of 
Superior Court of City and County of San Francisco fixing and order- 
ing payment of collateral inheritance tax. September 28, 1906, appel- 
lant's brief filed. 
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CIVIL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 



County of Mendocino, respondent , vs. H, N. Peters et al.j appellants. 
In the Supreme Court of the State of California, transferred to the Dis- 
trict Court of Appeal, Third District. Appeal from judgment of 
Superior Court of Mendocino County condemning certain lands of 
defendants for road purposes, awarding damages therefor, and from 
order denying motion for a new trial. October 17, 1906, affirmed. 
Closed, 

Mendocino County y respondent, vs, H. N. Peters et al., appellants. 
(Same court and nature as case above, but from an order authorizing 
use of land by plaintiff during litigation.) October 17, 1905, dismissed 
by court. Closed. 

Pennsylvania Lumber Company, a corporation, appellant, vs, Victor 
H, Woods, etc, Sacramento County, for writ of prohibition command- 
ing defendant to desist from further proceedings relative to, or from 
issuing any contest in re certificate of purchase of State land claimed 
by plaintiff. Demurrer sustained, and plaintiff appealed. August 3, 
1905, transcript on appeal filed in Third District. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Edson G, Woodivard, Deceased. Appeal 
of County Treasurer of San Diego County from order of Superior Court 
thereof from fixing collateral inheritance tax. February 12, 1906, 
transcript on appeal filed in Second District. Appellant's brief filed. 
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CIVIL CASES IN SUPERIOR COURTS OF THE STATE 

OF CALIFORNIA. 



People, etc., et al, vs. N. M. Orr et al. Sacramento County, to recover 
from defendant Orr, as principal, and his sureties, $12,501.08, misap- 
propriated as treasurer of Stockton State Hospital. On June 14, 1905, 
judgment for plaintiff for $4,155.05; July 13, 1905, judgment paid into 
State Treasury by the Attorney-General. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Jacob Smith, Deceased, Sacramento 
County, by petition of Mrs. Catherine Clemens for an order directing 
the payment to her, as heir of deceased, of $200, escheated moneys in 
the State Treasury, to the credit of said estate. ' Following the decision 
in re Estate of Miner, 143 Cal. 194, this case was settled and the amount 
claimed paid. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of John Vennie, Deceased. Sacramento 
County, by petition of Samuel Vennie for an order directing the pay- 
ment to him, as heir of deceased, of $561.17, escheated moneys in the 
State Treasury to the credit of said estate. Matter partially heard on 
October 29, 1898, and continued for further evidence. 

In the Matter of the Estate of George Shaw, Deceased. Sacramento 
County, by petition of Mrs. Ellen Perkins for an order directing the 
payment to her, as heir of deceased, of certain escheated moneys in the 
State Treasury to the credit of said estate. Following the decision in 
re Estate of Miner, 143 Cal. 194, this case was settled and the amount 
claimed paid. Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of James Connolly, Deceased. Sacramento 
County, by petition of Margaret C. Barry et al. for an order directing 
the payment to them, as heirs of deceased, of $36.29, escheated moneys 
in the State Treasury to the credit of said estate. Following the 
decision in re Estate of Miner, 143 Cal. 194, this case was settled and 
the amount claimed paid. Closed. 

Jeremiah F. Sullivan et al. vs. E. P. Colgan, as State Controller, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco, for mandate to compel defendant 
to issue his warrant pursuant to requirements of Act of March 27, 1899. 
Following the decision in Sullivan vs. Gage, 145 Cal. 759, this case was 
dismissed. Closed. 
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In the Matter of the Estate of Hugh Green, Deceased. Sacramento 
County, by petition of John Green for an order directing the payment 
to him, as* heir of deceased, of $721, escheated moneys in the State 
Treasury to the credit of said estate. Answer of State filed October 1, 
1900, since which nothing has been done. 

County of San Luis Obispo vs. Henry T. Gage et al., as State Board of 
Examiners, etc, Sacramento County, by petition for writ of mandate 
to compel State Board of Examiners to allow claim of plaintiff for 
$571.99, support of orphans, etc. Judgment for plaintiff; defendants 
appealed, and on June 22, 1903, judgment of lower court reversed. 
Amended petition filed, to which defendants demurred, and matter 
thereupon continued indefinitely, to be reset on motion. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Thomas Riordan, Deceased. Sacramento 
County, by petition of Margaret Gubbins for an order directing the 
payment to her, as heir of deceased, of $707.38, escheated moneys ih 
the State Treasury to the credit of said estate. On May 21, 1901, 
ordered off calendar, to be reset on motion. 

Thomas L. Moran vs. M, J. Wright, etc. Sacramento County, for writ 
of mandate to compeL defendant to file plaintiff's application to pur- 
chase State lands. Demurrer sustained. 

W. F. Phillips vs. M. J. Wright, etc. Sacramento County, for writ of 
mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's application to purchase 
State lands. Complaints in intervention of intervenors Snow, Lake, 
and Oilman filed July 19, 1901. 

John Ashurst vs. M, J. Wright, etc. Sacramento County, by petition 
for writ of mandate to compel defendant to issue to plaintiff patent to 
State lands. November 12, 1904, dismissed on application of plaintiff. 
Closed. 

Sacramento Electric, Gas and Railway Company, a corporation, vs. 
Robert M. Fitzgerald et al., as State Prison Directors, etc. Sacramento 
County, for injunction to restrain defendants from interfering with use 
of canal claimed by plaintiff at Folsom. July 15, 1906, judgment for 
defendants. 

California and Northern Railway Company vs. State of California, 
Frank E. Herrick et al. Humboldt County, to condemn right of way 
through State lands for railway purposes. Answer of State filed March 
13, 1902. 

Eureka and Freshwater Raihvay Company vff. The State of California, 
Frank E. Herrick et al. Humboldt County, to condemn right of way 
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through State lands for railway purposes. Demurrer of defendant 
State ordered off calendar, to be reset on motion. 

County of Butte vs, Henry T. Gage et al., as State Board of Exam- 
iners, etc. Sacramento County, by petition for writ of mandate to 
compel approval of claims for maintenance of orphans. After the 
decision of the Supreme Court in County of San Luis Obispo vs. Gage 
et aL, the petitioner filed an amended petition, and the defendants' 
demurrer thereto has been continued indefinitely, to be reset on motion. 

Humboldt Railroad Company vs. State of California, John A. Sin- 
clair et al. Humboldt County, to condemn right of way through State 
lands for railway purposes. Demurrer of State ordered off calendar, to 
be reset on motion. • 

Humboldt Railroad Company vs. The State of California, Peter 
Johansen et al. (Same^as last case, but infolving different lands.) 

Humboldt Railroad Company vs. The State of California, John A. 
Sinclair et al. (Same as last case, but involving different lands.) . 

Bank of San Mateo vs. The State of California. San Mateo County 
to recover $750, account of claims for bounty on coyote scalps. Answer 
of defendant filed May 13, 1902, and trial continued indefinitely. 

Charles L. Hovey vs. M. J. Wright, etc. Sacramento County, by peti- 
tion for writ of mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's appli- 
cation to purchase State lands. Demurrer of defendant ordered off 
calendar, to be reset on motion. 

A. L. Fish vs. M. J. Wright, etc. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco, for writ of mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff^s appli- 
cation to purchase State lands. December 19, 1904, action dismissed. 
Closed. 

Henry K. Amefi i;.s. Victor H. Woods, etc. Sacramento County, by 
petition for writ of mandate to compel defendant to file plaintiff's appli- 
cation to purchase State lands. December 7, 1904, judgment for 
defendant. Closed. 

Peter I). Bernhard vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and nature 
as last case.) Answer served December 5, 1905. 

Edna M. Bolton vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and nature 
as last case.) On June 11, 1903, demurrer to complaint continued, to 
be reset on motion. 

Frank J. Schmahl vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 
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Clans Lindgren vs. Victor H, Woods, etc, (Same as last case.) 

Alice S. Boiseuillet vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 

Robert H. McGowan vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 

William Frederick Christ vs. Victor H. Woods, etc^ (Same as last case.) 

Edmund L. Smith vs. Victor H. Woods, etc, (Same as last case.) 

G. A. Dobbs vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same court and nature as last 
case.) June 27, 1903, judgment on pleadings for defendant., Closed. 

George T. Bush, Sr., vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as Bolton vs. 
Woods.) 

William R. Driesbach vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 

M. A. C. Christeson vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 

Philip G. Galpin vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as last case.) 

Mutual Reserve Life Insurance Company, a corporation, vs. E. Myron 
Wolf, Insurance Commissioner, etc. City and County of San Francisco, 
by petition for mandate to compel issuance of certificate to petitioner 
and for $50,000 damages, costs, etc. January 26, 1906, case dismissed 
on motion of plaintiff. Closed. 

Helen M. De Lanza vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. (Same as Bolton vs. 
Woods.) 

J. H. Whitham vs. Woods, etc., M. Brandenstein, intervenor. Alameda 
• County, for mandate to compel issuance to petitioner of patent to State 
school lands. May 9, 1905, answer of defendant served. 

Clifford A. Covalt vs. H. R. Harbison et al., as State Board of Dental 
Examiners. City and County of San Francisco, by petition for mandate 
to compel issuance to petitioner of a license to practice dentistry. 
December 19, 1904, dismissed. Closed. 

The People of the State of California vs. California Powder Works, a 
corporation. City and County of San Francisco, to recover $10,936.09, 
delinquent taxes 1900-01, with interest and costs. Tried and sub- 
mitted for decision March 1, 1906. 

A. C. Bane et al.,as Trustees of the California Home for the Care and 
Training of Feeble-Minded Children, vs. The Puget Sound Lumber Com- 
pany, a corporation, C. W. Gould, H. B. Leland, H. F. Dugan and 
William M. Lawlor. City and County of San Francisco, to recover 
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9818.93 of the " Jessup Trust Fund " misappropriated by defendants. 
February 14, 1906, nonsuit granted. Closed. 

A. C. Bane et aL vs. James A. Snook d: Co., a co-partnership, et at. 
(Same court, nature, co-defendant, and status as last case, but for 
$2,714.95. Same disposition.) Closed, 

In the MatteV of the Estate of John Holland, Deceased. City and 
County of San Francisco, by petition of the State of California to have 
covered into the State Treasury, as an escheat, $871.93, the residue of 
said estate. On April 25, 1904, matter argued and submitted. 

In the Matter of the Estate of James Porter, Deceased. Sacramento 
County, by petition of William Porter to have distributed to him, as 
heir of deceased, $5,46Q.50, escheated money in the State Treasury, to 
the credit of said estate. Plea in abatement sustained. 

T, H. Blair, Auditor of Tulare County, vs. E. P. Colgan, Controller, 
etc. Tulare County. (Of same nature as Honeycutt vs. Colgan in 
Supreme Court, but for $3,939.23, and by stipulation follows that case.) 
Closed. 

The County of Lake vs. George C, Pardee et al., as State Board of Ex- 
aminers. Sacramento County, by petition for mandate to compel ap- 
proval and allowance of claim of $304.50, account of maintenance of 
half-orphans, during six months ending June 30, 1898. December 30, 
1904, demurrer argued and submitted. 

Harry A. Turner vs. Victor H. Woods, etc. Sacramento County, by 
petition for mandate to compel acceptance and filing of plaintiff's appli- 
cation to purchase State lands. December — , 1904, dismissed. Closed. 

People, etc., vs. Wells, Fargo & Co., a corporation. City and County 
of San Francisco, to recover $30,600.53 delinquent taxes for 1903, and 
for interest, costs, etc. September 5, 1905, answer filed. Continued 
for decision in People, etc., vs. California Powder Works. 

In the Matter of the Estate of James Mulcahy, Deceased. Mono 
County, by petition of Michael Mulcahy for an order directing the 
payment to him, as heir of deceased, of $1,260.66, escheated moneys in 
the State Treasury, to credit of estate. April 14, 1905, judgment deny- 
ing petition. Closed. 

The Union Trust Company of San Francisco, a corporation, vs. the 
State of California. City and County of San Francisco, transferred 
thence to Sacramento County, to recover $855,000 principal and 
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$1,121,000 interest, on so-called Montgomery Avenue bonds. Demurrer 
to amended complaint sustained November 4, 1905. 

The People of the State of (California vs. Pacific States Mercantile 
Company, a corporation. City and County of San Francisco, to enjoin 
defendant from further transaction of business and to dissolve corpora- 
tion. Judgment for plaintiff as prayed. Closed. 

Max Frank vs. The State of California. (Same as Union Trust Com- 
pany vs. The State, but for $65,000 principal and $89,250 interest.) 

The People, etc., vs. Edward W. Woodward. City and County of San 
Francisco, to determine title of defendant to office of notary public. 
Octobor 7, 1904, judgment for defendant. February 28, 1905, notice of 
intention to move for a new trial. Stipulation that motion go off cal- 
endar until decision in People vs. Edelman, now pending in Supreme 
Court. 

The People, etc., ex rel. U. S. Wehh, Attorney-General, vs. Decimal 
Mutual Life Insurance Company, a corporation, City and County of 
San Francisco, to dissolve defendant corporation. October 3, 1904, 
judgment for plaintiff as prayed for. Closed. 

People, etc., ex rel. E. Myron Wolf, as Insurance Commissioner, etc, 
vs. Mutual Benefit Co-operative Company, a corporation. City and 
County of San Francisco, to dissolve defendant corporation. April 7, 
1905, judgment for plaintiff as prayed for. Closed. 

M. J. Thompson et al., Trustees, etc., vs. People. Yolo County, for 
authorization to sell real estate. Judgment for plaintiff. Closed, 

Vallejo, Benicia and Napa Vcdley Railroad Company vs. State, etc., et 
al. Solano County, to condemn right of way to tide land. December 
12, 1904, answer filed. 

State of California vs. Sacramento Electric, Gas and Railway Com- 
pany, a corporation. Sacramento County, to quiet title to dam and 
canal at State's prison near Folsom, and enjoin defendant from inter- 
fering with flow of water therein. July 12, 1906, judgment for plaintiff 

People vs. Philip Kane. City and County of San Francisco, to forfeit 
certain real estate offered as prize in a lottery scheme. April 19, 1905, 
dismissed by plaintiff. Closed. 

The Union Trust Company of San Francisco vs. The State, etc. Sac- 
ramento County, to recover $305,000 principal and $443,310 interest, on 
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Bo-called Montgomery Avenue bonds. July 18, 1905, demurrer served. 
(Off calendar, awaiting decision in Supreme Court in other similar 
cases.) 

People V8. Pacific Coast Savings Society et al. City and County of 
San Francisco, to enjoin defendants from doing further business, except 
for the purpose of liquidation. March 16, 1906, judgment for plaintiff 
as prayed for. Closed. 

In re Application of Trustees of Samuel Merritt Hospital. Alameda 
County, for instructions in re trust estate for erection and maintenance 
of hospital. June 30, 1905, decree ordering $80,000 expended. Closed. 

People vs. Fidelity Funding Company. City and County of San 
Francisco, to dissolve co-partnership. June 22, 1905, answer received. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Edward H. Christian^ Deceased. 
Sacramento County, by petition of Joseph J. Christian for an order 
directing the payment to him, as heir of deceased, of $293.25, escheated 
moneys in the State Treasury to the credit of said estate. Answer filed. 
Judgment for petitioner. Closed. 

State vs. Truman Reeves^ as State Treasurer, etc. Sacramento County, 
by petition of the State of California to have covered into the State 
Treasury, as an escheat, $62,862.13, unclaimed money. March 17, 1905, 
judgment as prayed for. Closed. 

State vs, Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer , etc. (Same court and 
nature as above, but for $46,471.64.) Closed. 

State vs. Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer, etc. (Same court and 
nature as above, but for $23,018.44.) Closed. 

State vs. Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer, etc. (Same court and 
nature as above, but for $1,303.02.) Closed. 

State vs. Truman Reeves, as State Treasurer, etc. (Same court and 
nature as above, but for $53,709.13.) Closed. 

San Francisco Law and Collection Company vs. Colgan, as Controller, 
etc., et al. Sacramento County, by petition for writ of mandate to 
compel defendants to issue warrant in favor of plaintiff. May 17, 1905, 
dismissed. Closed. 

San Francisco Law and Collection Company vs. Colgan, as Controller, 
etc., et al. (Same court and nature as above, but for $1,205.00.) 

Woollard vs. Fred. G. Baird, Member of State Board of Dental Ex- 
aminers, etc. City and County of San Francisco, by petition for writ 
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of mandate to compel issuance to petitioner of a temporary license to 
practice dentistry until the next regular meeting of the board. May 
17, 1905, demurrer overruled. 

People, ex rel. Herman Silver, vs. Bank of Oakdale. Stanislaus County, 
to declare defendant corporation insolvent, and to enjoin it from the 
further transaction of business, except for purposes of liquidation. 
June 19, 1905, judgment for plaintiff, declaring defendant corporation 
insolvent, enjoining it from further transaction of business, and ap- 
pointing a receiver, with a bond at $60,000. Closed. 

Eaton vs. Pardee. Sacramento County, for writ of prohibition re- 
straining defendant from further proceeding as to or from appointing 
an additional Superior Judge of Shasta County. November 20, 1905, 
dismissed. Closed. 

United Railroads of San Francisco, a corporation, vs. Truman Reeves, 
as State Treasurer, etc. City and County of San Francisco, to recover 
$11,276.34, taxes alleged to have been illegally collected. Demurrer 
served July 10, 1905, and on August 25, 1905, demand for change of 
venue to Sacramento County granted. 

A. G. Deardorffet al. vs. Chas. F. Curry, Secretary of State, etc. City 
and County of San Francisco, for writ of mandate to compel filing of 
articles of incorporation of the " Medical Society of the State of CalL 
fornia," and issuance of certificate, etc. July 10, 1905, demurrer served 
and filed, and on August 25, 1905, demand for change of venue to Sac- 
ramento County granted. 

S. G. Schaefer vs. Board of Dental Examiners et al. Los Angeles 
County, to recover $50,000 damages for alleged malicious arrest for prac- 
tice of dentistry without a license. July 28, 1905, dismissed as to de- 
fendant Board of Dental Examiners. Closed. 

People, etc., vs. Pacific Home Co-operative Company et al. City and 
County of San Francisco, to enjoin defendants from further transaction 
of business, because of insolvency, for receiver, etc. September 23, 
1905, judgment for the plaintiff as prayed for. Closed. 

John P. Russell et al. vs. State. City and County of San Francisco, 
to recover $13,000 principal and $17,550 interest, account of Mont- 
gomery Avenue bonds. September 21 , 1904, demurrer served and cause 
transferred to Sacramento County. 

Consolidated Savings and Loan Bank vs. Bank Commissioners, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco, for writ of mandate to compel 
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defendants to issue license to do banking business. January 9, 1906, 
answer served. 

Bacijic Coast Biscuit Company vs» Chas, F. Curry, as Secretary, etc. 
City and County of San Francisco, for writ of mandate to compel 
respondent to accept $10 corporation license fee without $5 penalty 
claimed. September 29, 1905, demurrer filed. Question involved 
decided in Ukiah Guarantee Abstract and Title Company vs. Curry. 
Closed. , 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. City and County of 
San Francisco, to condemn right of way for railroad purposes. Dis- 
claimer of State filed. Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railioay Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al.. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. 

Ocean Shore Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same as last case.) 
Closed. , 

Charles Josselyn vs. State. City and County of San Francisco, to 
recover $10,000 principal and $13,500 accrued interest on so-called 
Montgomery Avenue bonds. Defendant given thirty days after notice 
within which to plead, and case transferred to Sacramento County. 
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George Whittell V8. State, City and County of San Francisco. (Same 
as last case, but for $52,000 principal and $71,760 interest.) 

/. A. Folger vff. State. (Same court and nature as last case, but for 
$18,000 principal and $24,840 interest.) 

In the Matter of the Estate of D. BeniteaUj Deceased, Sacramento 
County, by petition of Clement Beniteau et al. to have distributed to 
them, as heirs of deceased, $238.26, escheated moneys in State Treasury 
to credit of said estate. December 12, 1905, answer filed. 

Laura W. Blakeley vs, Victor H. Woods^ etc. Sacramento County, for 
writ of inandate to compel defendant to issue to plaintiff patent to cer- 
tain, State lands. September 15, 1906, .plaintiff's closing brief filed. 

Azro N, Lewis et al., trustees of estate of Miranda W. Lux, Deceased, vs. 
Jesse Sheldon et al. City and County of San Francisco, to define terms 
of trust under will. January 2, 1906, answer of Attorney-General filed. 

State vs. Consolidated Savings and Loan Bank et al. City and 
County of San Francisco to oust and prohibit defendants from exercis- 
ing or claiming any of the powers stated in its articles of incorporation. 
March 9, 1 906, demurrer of defendants filed. 

Arthur Martin vs. State. City and County of San Francisco, to 
recover $907,000 damages for unlawful commitment to Mendocino State 
Hospital. March 2, 1906, dismissed. Closed. 

People, ex rel. Herman Silver, Bank Commissioner, vs. Bank of San Luis 
Obispo et al. San Luis Obispo County, to restrain defendants from 
further transaction of business, except for purposes of liquidation. 
August 20, 1906, argued and submitted. 

Stone Canon Railway Company vs. State et al. Monterey County, 
to condemn right of way for railroad. March 13, 1906, answer served. 

Stone Canon Railway Company vs. State et al. (Same court and 
nature as last case. ) 

Stone Canon Railway Company vh. State et al. (Same court and 
nature as last case.) • 

George C. Farmer vs. F. G. Baird et al., as State Board of Dental 
Examiners, etc. City and County of San Francisco, for mandate to 
compel defendants to issue certificate to practice dentistry. Peremp- 
tory writ issued March 9, 1906. Closed. 



REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL; 33 

J^eoplCj etc,y ©». The Pioneer Realty Company. City and County of 
San Francisco, to enjoin defendant from further transaction of business 
and to dissolve corporation, April 6, 1906, answer filed. 

Peoplcy etc., vs. Arthur L. Piper et al. San Diego County, against 
Arthur L. Piper, as administrator of Piper estate, and American Bond- 
ing Company, his bondsmen, to recover estate distributed to State of 
California. On August 15, 1906, settlement made with American Bond- 
ing Company for $1,200, and case dismissed as to American Bonding 
Company. Closed. 

People, etc., vs. The California Bond Corporation, etc., a corporation. 
City and County of San Francisco, to dissolve corporation for failing to 
comply with law relative to investment companies. April 17, 1906, 
answer filed. 

State, etc., vs. Central Trust Company, etc., a corporation. City and 
County of San Francisco, to prohibit defendant from exercising powers 
stated in its articles of incorporation. March 30, 1906, demurrer 
filed. 

Frederick C. Howard vs. The Conservative Life Insurance Company 
et al. City and County of San Francisco, to restrain a consolidation of 
defendant corporations and to prevent defendant Insurance Commis- 
sioner from issuing a license to them as a consolidated corporation. 
April 10, 1906, demurrer filed. 

The County of Santa Clara vs. State. Santa Clara County, to recover 
$24,449.89 for maintenance of aged and indigent persons. June 28, 
1906, demurrer filed. 

T. V. Maxwell et al. vs. Pardee et al. City and County of San Fran- 
cisco, for mandate to compel defendants to issue patent to plaintiffs to 
certain State lands. April 11, 1906, alternative writ issued. 

People, etc.y vs. Fred Woodworih et al. Sacramento County, to cancel 
affidavit of defendant Woodworth for purchase of certain tide lands 
and all records of purchase in office of Surveyor-General. Awaiting 
answer of defendants. 

In the Matter of the Estate of Benjamin Mann, Deceased. City and 
County of San Francisco, by petition of the State of California, to have 
covered into the State Treasury, as an escheat, $2,417.14, the residue of 
said estate. Application for escheat to State made in Superior Court of 
County of Sacramento. July 16, 1906, order of escheat made. Closed. 

8— A-a 
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In the Matter of the Estate of Richard Kempfer, Deceased, (Same 
court and nature as above case, but for $411.62.) Closed. 

In the Matter of the Estate of William Schultz, Deceased. (Same 
oourt and nature as above case, but for $602.75.) Closed. 

People, etc., vs. Fred Woodworth et at. Marin County, to cancel 
affidavits and filings of applications for State tide lands. June 14,. 
1906, complaint filed. 



REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 36 



CASES WHEREIN LEAVE HAS BEEN GRANTED TO SUE 
IN THE NAME OF THE PEOPLE. 



People, ex rel. C. R, WilliamSj vs, Thos. W, Treanor. Santa Clara 
County, to determine title to office of County Recorder of Santa Clara 
County. Complaint filed January 16, 1906. 

People, ex rel. City of Auburn, vs. Auburn Electric Road Company, 
a corporation, A. Schwalenberg et al. Placer County, to forfeit 
franchise granted to defendant for the construction of a street railway 
in Auburn. Complaint filed June 16, 1906. 

People, ex rel, Fred J. Post et aL, vs. San Joaquin Valley Agricultural 
Association et al. San Joaquin County, to quiet title of State to certain 
lands of defendant district. July 14, 1905, complaint filed. 

People, ex rel. T. E. McCarthy, vs. S, B. Wilson. El Dorado County, 
to oust defendant from office of Superintendent of Schools of El Dorado 
County and instate relator. August 6, 1906, answer filed. 
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No. 



lUl 

1128 

1133 

1137 

1146 

1147 

1149 

llSl 

1154 

1166 

1157 

1160 

1162 

1163 

1164 

1166 

1168 

1170 

1173 

1174 

1177 

1178 

1179 

1181 

1182 

1183 

1184 

1186 

1186 

1187 

1191 

1192 

1195 

1196 

1201 

1204 

1208 

121 s 



Defendant. 



Charles Coulter.. 

Sing Yow 

W. R.Howard.... 

M. T. Ward 

August Hel wig .. 
Shadrick Sowell . 
A. J. Thomson... 
Thomas Barker . . 
Henry Milton. . . 

W.J. Perry 

G. Manning 

Fred Mead 

Jn re Burleigh ... 

W. H.Wells 

ChinNon 

A. B. Mahony 

C.T.Miller 

J. H. Wood 

J. Strombeck 

Albert Modina... 

Laura Hill 

Angele Delbos ... 

Sing Lee 

G.J.Griffith .. . 
James Coleman . . 

F. Jailles 

Wong Fook Sam . 

Charles Clark 

F. H. Matthews.. 

Wm. Kelly 

Miguel Antony .. 

Frank Green 

Joseph Murphy. - 

Robert Black 

Frank Woods 

AhLim 

Harry Eldridge... 
Walter Warner ... 
C. H. La Mar 



County. 



San Francisco. 
Sacramento ... 
Santa Clara ... 
Los Angeles... 

Butte 

Butte 

Tulare 

San Francisco. 
San FraoLCiBOO. 

Humboldt 

San Francisco.. 
San Francisco 

Fresno 

Madera 

Sacramento ... 
San Francisco.. 
San Bernardino 

El Dorado 

Madera 

Los Angeles... 
Los Angeles . . . 
San Francisco. 

Merced 

Los Angeles... 
Los Angeles... 

San Diego 

San Francisco. 
Los Angeles... 

Los Angeles 

Los Angeles . 
San Bernardino 
San Francisco. 
Sacramento .. 

Napa 

San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 
Sacramento ... 
Santa Barbara. 
Kern 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE SUPREM 



Charge. 




Burglary . 
Murder... 
Murder .. 



Obtaining money by 

false pretenses. 
Arson 



Murder... 
Murder... 
Burglary . 
Murder... 
burglary . 
Murder.. - 



Placing woman in 

house of prostitution 

Misconduct in office. .. 

Assault to murder . 

Murder. 



Presenting false claim 

to county. 
Rape 



Murder . 



Marking animal to pre 

Tent identification. 

Robbery , 



Subornation of perjury 

Grand larceny 

Receiving stolen goods 
Assault to murder. . 

Robbery 

Rape 

Perjury 

Grand larceny ... 

Embezzlement 

Robbery 

Murder 

Embezzlement 

Murder 

Child stealing 

Murder 

Burglary 

Murder 

Murder 

Murder 



Burglary 2d degree 

Murder Ist degree. . 

Murder 1st degree.. 

Guilty 

Arson 2d degree 

Murder 1st degree. . 

Murder 2d degree . . 

Burglary 1st degree 

Murder Ist degree. . 

Burglary 1st degree 

Manslaughter 

Guilty 

People appeal from 

Ass'lt with deadly 

weapon. 
Murder 1st degree.. 

People appeal from 

Guilty 

Murder 1st degree.. 

Guilty 

Guilty 

People appeal from 

Guilty 

Guilty 



Ass'lt with deadly 

weapon. 
Guilty 



Guilty 

Guilty 

Guilty 

Guilty. 

Guilty 

Murder 1st degree. 

Guilty 

Murder 1st degree. 
Guilty 



June 21,^ 
Apr. 22,1 
May 8,'< 
Nov. 11,1 
Nov. 3,'J 
July 7,^ 
July 13,t 
Apr. ll/d 
Dec. 22,« 
Jan. 9,'0( 
Sept. 21,1B 
Aug. 31,1B 
order am 
Oct. 9,'in{ 
May itt 
order soi 
Apr. ISM 
Mar. 28,'M 
Feb, 20,'M 
June 5.'lll 
order di 
Feb. 2,*9i 
People ap! 
Mar. 10,'Mi 
Mar. 28,'(m| 
June20,'tt, 
June S,*!! 
June 3,' 
July 31,' 
Apr. 5,1 
Apr. 21,1 
Apr. 11,1 
Feb. 27,1 
Jan. 2,'l 
Murder 1st degree . .1 Aug. 22,'ll 
Burglary 2d degree [i Apr. 23,1! 
Murder 1st degree.. >| June 4,K 
Murder 1st degree . .1 Sept. 17,11 
Manslaughter H May 4,11 
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iOURT OF THE STATE OF CAUFORNIA. 



Bt Off Trial Court. 






Judgment of Appellate 
Court. 






Notice of 
Appeal. 


Filed. 




Status of Appeal 










Penalty. 






Date. 


Decision. 




years, San Quentin ... 


June 28,>02 


Nov. 6,'02 


Oct. 4,'04 


A«rmed .. 


Closed. 


letritli _ 


Apr. 22, '03 


Nov. 26, '03 


Sept. 27, '04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


hBAtll 


July 22,'03 


Jan. 6,'04 


Apr. 8,'05 


Afflimed.. 


Closed. 


rears, Folsom 


Nov. 28,'03 


Jan. 13,'04 


Jan. 12, '06 


Reversed.. 


Closed. 


jrears, San Qventin .. 


Nov. S,'08 


Jan. 21,'04 


Apr. 25, '05 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


41e, Saa Quentln 


July 7,'03 


Feb. 26,'04 


Nov. 11/04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


8 years, San Qaentin . . 


July 17,'03 


Feb. 27,'04 


Jan. 10.'05 


Beveised.. 


Closed. 


6 yean, San Quentin . . 


Apr. 18,'03 


Feb. 29,'04 


Sept. 20,'04 


AfflnB0d .. 


Closed. 


Iieatli 


Dec. 80, '08 
Mar. 9,'04 


Mar. 2,'04 
Mar. 29, '04 


Nov. 26, •04 
Sept. 21, tM 


Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


i years, Folsom 


Closed. 


O years, San Qnentin .. 


Sept. 28,'01 


Apr. 6,'04 


Jan. 21,'05 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


yo years, Fotsom 


Sept. 14,'01 


Apr. 9,'04 


Nov. 30,'04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Miinin« demurrer. 


Mar. 14,'04 


Apr. 21,'04 


Sept. 30,'04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


I year. County Jail 


Dec. 5,'02 


May 6,'04 


Oct. 15, '04 


Bevened.. 


Closed. 


LAfe,SanQuentin 


May 4,'08 


May 17,'04 


Apr. 7,X» 


Reversed.. 


Closed. 


taining demurrer. 


Apr. 26, '04 


May 18, '04 


Oct. 8, '04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


7 ve&rs. FolM>m 


Apr. 28, '04 


May 19, '04 

May 17,'04 
May 24, '04 


Sept. 28,'04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


|>eath - 




Jan. 3, '05 
Oct. 8,'04 


Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


2 years, flan Quentin . . . 


Feb. 25,'04 


Closed. 


& years, San Quentin . . . 




June 7,'04 


Jan. 21, '05 


Alfirmed .. 


Closed. 


recting verdict for de- 

[fendant. 

4 years, 8an Quentin . .. 


Jan. 27,'04 


June 7,'04 


Jan. 31,'05 


Alfirmed .. 


Closed. 


Feb. »,'04 


June 16, '04 


May 13,'05 


Reversed . . 


Closed. 


peal irom order grant- 
ting new trial. 
2 years, San Quentin ... 


May 7,'04 


June 16,'04 


Oct. 29, '05 


Affirmed - 


Closed. 


Mar. 10, '04 


June 17,'04 


Mar. 1,'05 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


15 years, San QuenUn .. 


June 1,'04 


June 25, '04 


Dec. 20, '04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


25 years, Folsom 


July 27,'03 


June 28,X)4 


Feb. 18,'05 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


S years, San Quentin . . 


June 18, '04 


July 27,'04 


Jan. 30,'05 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


2 years, San Quentin ... 


June 4,'04 


July 27, '04 


Jan. ll.Hte 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


10 years, San Quentin .. 


Aug. 2.'02 


July 28,'04 


Oct. 20,^04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


I4fe, San Quentin 


Apr. 5,'02 


July 28,»04 


Jan. 30,'O5 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Death 


Apr. 21, '04 


Aug. 10,'04 


Jan. 30,H)5 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


S years, San Quentin . . . 


Apr. 17,'08 


Aug. 24,'04 


Oct. 17,'04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


I>ea^...i 


Feb. 29,'04 
Jan. 6, '04 


Aug. 22,'04 
Aug. 29,'04 


Apr. 5,'05 
Aug. 3, '05 


Affirmed .. 
Reversed.. 


Closed. 


10 years, San Quentin .. 


Closed. 


Death 


Nov. IS,^ 


Sept. 7,'04 


Jan. 28, '05 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


1 year, flan Quentin .... 


May 12,'04 


Sept. 20,'04 


Dec. 15,'04 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Death 


•June 4,'04 


Oct. 18, '04 


Sept. 25,'05 


Affirmed ,. 


Closed. 


Death 


Oct. 7.'04 
May 21,'04 


Nov. 15,'04 
Dec. 27,'04 


Aug. 17,'05 
Jan. 29, '06 


Affirmed .. 
Reversed.. 


Closed. 


10 years, Folsom 


Closed. 
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No. 



1220 
1227 
1238 
1248 
1266 
1270 
1268 
1281 
1283 
1284 
1289 
1291 
1297 
1310 
1340 
1342 
1347 
1350 







Defendant. 


County. 


A. B. C. Salmon 


Los Angeles 


L. B.Cook 


Mendocino 


JohnMahatch 


Del Norte 


George Easton 


Solano 


Harry Brown 


Del Norte 


Joseph Feld 


San Francisco.. 


John McClure 


Los Angeles 


Adolph Weber 

Leon Soeder 


Placer 


San Francisco.. 


Thomas P. Fallon 


San Francisco.. 


W.M.Gray 


Sacramento 


W. J.Trebilcox 

R. B. Maughs * 


Nevada 


Merced 


F.N. Staples 


Amador 


B. Whltelaw 


San Francisco.. 


John White. 


Los Angeles ... 


A. B. Garnett 


San Francisco.. 


Frank Willard 


Mendocino 


J. W. Finley . . 


Sacramento . 







CRIMINAL CASES IN THE SUFRBMB COU^ 



Charge. 



Adultery . 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Murder... 
Robbery . . 
Robbery . . 
Murder... 
Murder . . . 




Assault with deadly 
weapon by prisoner. 



Guilty 

Murder 1st degree . 
Murder 1st degree. 
Murder 1st degree. 
Murder Ist degree. 
Murder 1st degree. 
Murder Ist degree. 
Murder Ist degree . 
Murder 1st degree. 
Murder Ist degree. 
Murder Ist degree. 
Murder 1st degree. 
Murder 1st degree . 



Guilty 

Guilty 

Murder 2d degree. 
Murder Ist degree. 
Guilty 



May 27,1 
Oct. 10,1 
July U,H 
Jan. 9,11 
Feb. 23,'« 
May U,% 
Mar. 18,1 
Apr. 13,1l( 
Aug. iM 

Oct. 21,'ai 

Apr. 22,'i 
June l.'QI 
June li« 



Aug. 1,1M 
July -M 

Feb. m 
Dec. Z?,* 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT CODM 

FIRST APPEL 



:« 



William Noon 

John Carroll. 

C.L. Curtis 

Frank Ballard 

Martha E. Bowers 

W.S. Small 

George Roberts ... 
Edward Richards 
Chris. Fitzgerald . 
William Proctor. - 

T. D.Conness 

H. B. Zuell 

Edward Duncan.. 

Joseph King 

William Flannery 



San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 
San Francisco. 
San Francisco. 

Fresno 

Alameda 

Fresno 

San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 
San Francisco 
Ban Francisco 



Burglary 

Infamo's crime against 

nature. 
Lewd and lascivious 

act. 
Robbery 



Murder 

Obtaining money by 

false pretenses. 
Grand larceny 



Murder 

Murder 

Grand larceny 

Placing wife in house 
of prostitution. 

Lewd and lascivious 
act. 

Murder 

Burglary 

Grand larceny .._ 



Burglary 1st degree 

Guilty 

Guilty 



Apr. ^M 
June VIM 
Aug. 22,'04 

Guilty .. June 9M 

Feb. IS,*!)! 
Jan. 11,118 
Feb. 6M 
Sept. iM 
Mar. 20,'{» 
Mar. 29,'OS 
Feb. n.'Ofi 
order siu 
May 31,'(I2 
Apr. 11,'fll 



Murder Ist degree . 

Guilty 

Guilty 

Manslaughter 

Murder 2d degree.. 

Guilty 

Guilty 

People appeal from 
Murder 2d degree.. 
Guilty 
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P THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA— Continued. 



It of Trial Court. 


Notice of 
Appeal. 


Transcript 
Filed. 


Judgment of Appellate 
Court. 


Status of Appeal. 


FenAlty. 


Date. 


Decision. 




yean, San Quentin ... 
eath - 


May 28,'04 
Nov. 10,'04 
Sept. 6,'04 
Feb. 20, '05 
Mar. 16,'05 
May 21,'04 
Mar. 18,'05 
June 10,'05 
Aug. 8,'04 
Oct. 21,'04 
Apr. 29,'05 
Aug. 5, '05 
June 15,'05 


Dec. 30, '04 
Jan. 17,'05 
Feb. 13,'05 
Mar. 18,'06 
June 3,'05 
June 20,'05 
June 9, '05 
July 24, '05 
July 28,'05 
July 28,'05 
Aug. 16, '05 
Aug. 24, '05 
Sept. 26,'05 
Oct. 31,'05 
Feb. 28,'06 
Mar. 1,'06 
Mar. 24,'06 
June 12, '06 
Aiiflr. 23.'06 


Dec. 6,'05 
Dec. 14,'05 
Nov. 10, '05 
Nov. 7,'05 
Feb. 26,'06 
July 12,'06 
Jan. 8,'06 
June 21, '06 


Reversed-. 
Reversed . . 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed . . 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Reversed.. 
Reversed . . 


Closed. 
Closed. 


toth ■'. 


Closed. 


•ath .. 


Closed. 


•ath 


Closed. 


leath 


Closed. 


leath , 


Closed. 


leath 


Closed. 


^eath 


Closed. 


leath 


May 31,'06 
Jan. 18,'06 
June 11,'06 


Closed; 


leath 

leath. •.. 


Closed. 
Closed. 


leath . . 1 


Closed. 




July 10,'06 


Closed. 


Aitk. ViiltLnm 


Aug. 1,'05 
Aug. 12,'04 

Mar. 31,*06 
Feb. 1,*06 


Appellant's brief due. 


ft years, San Quentin .. 
15 years, San Quentin .. 
toath 






Appellant's brief due. 






Appellant's brief due. 
Submitted. 


Death 






Appellant's brief due. 













DP APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

LATE DISTRICT. 



10 years, Folsom 

f years, San Quentin . 
10 years, San Quentin 

10 years, Folsom 

Ufe, San Quentin ... 
I years, San Quentin . . . 
H years, San Quentin 

10 years, Folsom 

10 years, Folsom 

I years, San Quentin ... 
i years, San Quentin 
taining demurrer. 

10 yean, Folsom 

10 yearSk Folsom 



May 
June 
Sept. 
June 
Mar. 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Sept. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
Mar. 
Aug. 
June 
Apr. 



12,'04 
24,'04 
26,'04 
10, '04 
11, '04 
12, '05 
16,'04 
24, '04 
20, '05 
6,'05 
1,'05 
16,'04 
4,'02 
17.'08 



Sept. 12, '04 

Oct. 21,'04 

Nov. .S0,'04 

Mar. lO.'OS 

Mar. 24, '05 

Apr. 14,'06 

Apr. 14, '05 

Apr. 24,'05 

May 24,'05 

June 2,'05 

July 10,'05 

July 18, '05 

July 27,'05 

Aug. 15/05 

Oct. 2,»05 



Dec. 15,'04 
May 22,'05 
May 22,'05 
June 27, '05 
Aug. :«,'05 
July 18, '05 
Aug. 18,'05 
Sept. 15,'05 
Aug. 90,'O5 
Aug. 30,'05 
Feb. 19,'06 
Oct. 25, '05 



Feb. 7, '06 Affirmed 



Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Reversed . 
Affirmed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed 



Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Pet'n for rehearing granted 

by Supreme Court. 
Closed. 

Appellant's brief due. 

Appellant's brief due. 

Closed. 
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REPC«T OP ATTORNEY-GENKBAL. 
CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF 



No. 



Defendant. 



31 
22 
23 
32 



28 
37 
35 



43 
46 
46 
48 
47 
50 



54 
57 
58 
59 
61 
64 
67 
72 



William Kauffman . 

J.J.Smith 

Harry Howard 

Lewis Buelna 

Alex. Wright 

Wong Sang Lung ... 

E. M. Chadwick 

John Zimmerman . 

D. O.Druftel 

J. C. McPherson 

Bert Owens 

David P. Taylor.... 

Nicola Crudo 

C. D.Lowrie 

Adolph Steffans 

Arthur Crane 

W. B. Bradbury 

Cordelia Botkin ... 

I. B. McMahill 

Henry Smith 

Thomas Beatty 

Carl Price 

H. T. Thornburgh . 
J. L.White etal.... 

Yee Poo 

Terence Pitts 



14 
15 
16 



Archie Hill .. . 
D. B. Bradford . 

Philip Lee 

John Salas 

J. W. Heart .... 
T. A. ICoUard .. 
Ben P. Turner . 
James Cowm.. 
J. L.Taggait... 
Harry Green... 



County. 



San Prancisoo. 
Santa Clara ... 
San Prancisco. 

Santa Cruz 

San Prancisco. 
San Prancisco. 
San Prancisco. 
Contra Costa.. 
Santa Clara ... 
Santa Clara ... 

Presno 

Presno 

San Prancisco . 

Alameda 

San Prancisco. 

Alameda 

Marin 

San Prancisco. 
Santa Clara ... 
San Prancisco. 
Santa Clara ... 
Santa Clara ... 
San Prancisco. 



Presno . 
Marin .. 



Charge. 



Murder 

Obtaining money by 

false pretenses. 
Robbery 



Judp 



Verdict. 



Rape 

Assault to murder. 

Murder 

Perjury 

Robbery 



Voting to license gam 

bling. 
Voting to license gam 

bUng. 
Assault to murder . . .. 

Murder 

Murder 

Burglary 

Fraudulent voting 

Porgery 

Rape 

Murder 

Embezzlement 

Murder 

Rape 



Assault with deadly 

weapon. 
Porgery 



Murder.. 

Assault to rob. 



I>ate. 



Murder 2d degree. 

Guilty 

Guilty 

Guilty 



Ass'lt with deadly 

weapon. 
Murder 2d degree.. 



Guilty 

Guilty 

People appeal from' 
People appeal from 

Guilty 

Manslaughter 

Murder Ist degree 

Guilty 

Guilty 

Guilty 

Assault 

Murder 1st degree 

Guilty 

Manslaughter 

Guilty.-.- 

Guilty.. 

Gnilty 



Mar. 10.^ 



Murder 1st degree.. Feb. 19, W 
Guilty 



Nov. IS,"*! 
Sept. 27.DI 
Feb 5, 
Mar. 27, Y6 
Aug. 24, 01 
order ens 
order sus 
Nov. lb,% 
Oct. 10,'v»5 
ApT.^23,'0l 
Oct. 11,'ffi 
Feb. IS/ai 
Dec. 22,'05 
Nov. 28,'(H 
Aug. 22,'W 
Nov. 20, M6 
June 23,'* 
Feb. 5,06 
Apr. 28,'te 
Aug. 26, '(^T 



Feb. 7,'06 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

SECOND APPBL 



Los Angeles. 
San Bernardino 
Los Angeles ... 
San Bersutrdino 

Los Angeles 

San Diego 

Kern 

Kern 

Riverside 

Riverside 



Murder 

Lewd act _.. 

Murder 

Grand larceny . 

Mulder.... 

Seduction 

Grand larceny . . 

Murder 

Grand larceny . 
Assault to rape . 



Murder Ist degree..! Oet. 90, "03 

Guilty jflept. 16,'W 

Murder 2d degree 

GuUty 

Murder 2d degree 
Guilty 



Mar ».HM 
Wov. 7,'04 
litov. U,n)4 
Dec. rHM 

Guilty Apr. 18,'(M 

Manslaughter . Inly 22,*04 

.Guilty JApr. 4,W 

Assault lUfty 1,'05 



B&POEKT 0¥ ATTORNEY-GENERAL.. 
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RTATK OF CALIFORNIA, FIRST APPSLLATB DISTRICT- Conttniied. 



mt of Trial Court. 



Penalty. 



Notice of 
Appeal. 



Transcript 
Piled. 



Judgment of Appellate 
Court. 



Date. 



Decision. 



Status of Api>eal. 



15 years, Sazi (^nentin . 



10 years, San Quentin 

•100 or 2CN) days 

lofe, Folsom 

90 years, San Quentin 
M years, San Quentin .. 

tainlng demuxier 

teiAins ^murrer 

€ years, San Quentin . 
6 years, San Quentin . 
Life, 8an Quentin .... 
.1:6 years, Sui Quentin 



Mar. 24,' 



3 years, San Quentin . . 
2 years, San Quentin .. 

1150 or 75 days 

Life, San Quentin 

2 years, Ban Quentin . . 
7 years, San Quentin .. 

10 years, Folsom 

$700 or 350 days 

2| years, San Quentin . 



Nov. 

Sept. 

June 

May 

Aug. 

Not. 

Not. 

Nov. 

Oct. 

Apr. 

Oct. 

Apr. 

Dec. 

Nov. 

Oct. 

Dec. 

July 

Feb. 

June 

Nov. 



Life, Folsom . 



Feb. 28, '06 
14 yeaes, San Quentin .. Apr. 23,'06 



18,'04 

28, '35 

4, '04 

1,'05 

90/05 

21,'05 

21,»0& 

16,'05 

16,'05 

30, '04 

11,'05 

1S,»05 

27,'05 

28,'04 

8,'04 

1,'05 

29,'05 

26,'06 

8, '05 

25,'05 



Oct. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Nov. 

flee. 

Dee. 

Dee. 

Dec. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

Apr. 

June 

July 



2, '05 

20,'05 

24,'05 

27,'05 

31,'05 

3,'05 

34,^ 

12, '06 

0,'05 

9,^ 

30,*05 

8, '06 

9,«06 

10, '06 

13, '06 

3, '06 

9,'06 

28,'06 

27, '06 

24, '06. 

24,'06 

24, '06 

4, '06 

14, '06 

18,'06 

20,'O6 



JaSB 25.'06 
Feb. 9.'06 
Feb. 7,'06 
Feb. 1,'06 
Apr. 11,V» 
Mar. 8,'06 
July 9,'06 
Feb. 10,'06 
June 14, '06 
Juae 14, '06 
June 21,»06 
June 27,'06 



Reversed.. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Reversed .. 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 
Affirmed .. 



July 19, '06 
July 19,'06 



Affirmed . 



Affirmed . 



Aug. 15, '06 



Reversed . 



June 27, '06 



Reversed.. 



Rehearing granted by Su- 
preme Court. 
Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. , 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Appellant's brief due. 

Closed, 

Appellant's brief due. 

Closed. 

Submitted. 

Appellant's brief due. 

Petition for rehearing. 

Submitted. 

.Submitted. , 

Appellant's brief due. 

Closed. 

Appellant's brief due. 

Appellant's brief due. 

Submitted. 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

LATE DISTRICT. 



Life, San Quentin 

b years, San Quentin . . 
3 years, San Quentin . . 
9|yeani» Poison 



Oet. 
Sept. 
May 
Jan. 

W years, Folsom Nov. 

Jan. 
May 



6 years, San Quentin . 

10 years, Folsom 

SyearsPoisom Aug. 

Apr. 



8 years, San Quentin . 



46days May 



80,'03 
16,'04 
Sl,'04 
11,'05 
11,'04 
10,'05 
17,'04 
9,'04 
4,'05 
1,'05 



Nov. 26,'04 Aug. 15, '05 
Dec. l,'04j May 29, '0» 
Dec. 3, '04 June 13,*05 
Jan. 21, '05 Dec. 29,'05 
June 12,'05 
Ang. 3,'05 
Apr. 12.'05 I Ang. 15,'05 
May 31,'05 Aug, 12, '05 
June 2,'06 Aug. 15, '05 
June 16,'05 1 Aug. lfi,'05 



Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Revened.. 


Closed. 


Reversed.. 


Closed. 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 


Affirmed .. 


Closed. 
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No. 



BEPOBT OF ATTORNET-GENERAL. 
CRIMINAL CASKS IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF 



22 
2i 
24 
20 
28 
40 



Defendant. 



County. 



Anson Brown 

Silas Castile 

Jacob Castile 

Frank Smith 

Feliz Fernandez . 
O. H. Eldridge... 
Jo86 Melendrez .. 

JohnErwin 

M.Ward 

Steven Harben. . . 



San Diego... 
Los Angeles . 
Los Angeles. 



San Bernardino 



Los Angeles. 
Los Angeles. 

Ventura 

Los Angeles. 



Charge. 



Verdict. 



Murder . . 
Robbery . 
Robbery . 



Burglary . 



Grand larceny 

Attempt infamous 
crime against nature. 

Obtaining property by 
false pretenses.. 

Passing fictitious bank 
bill. 



Murder 2d degree^. 

Guilty 

Guilty.. ..... 



Burglary 2d degree 



GuUty . 
Guilty . 
Guilty . 
Guilty. 



Jadgm 



Date. 



Dec- 19,*W 
Dec. 19,'04 



Oct. 9.»G6 



Mar. 28.'06 
Apr- le.W 
Aug. 17,*06 
Mar- 9,*oe 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

THIRD APPBL 



1 
2 
:^ 
4 



7 
6 
9 
8 
10 
21 
13 
11 
14 
12 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
'24 
25 
26 
27 



James McRoberts.. 

Jake Phelps 

Oscar Olsen 

Sam Davis 

Al Durand .~... 

William Cleary .... 
Sing, Chinaman . . . 
Thomas Waysman. 

SamPeltin 

John Solani 



Yolo 

Napa 

Sacramento . 

Placer 

Tuolumne. -. 

Solano 

Butte 

Shasta 

Tuolumne .. 
Sonoma 



Wong Fook Sam 

(In this case the Fee 
G. W.Gallanar 



San Francisco 
pie appealed fro 

Shasi 



Ah Lung Placer 

J. T. Morris | Napa 

G. C. Frank I Mariposa 

Harry Bunkers Sacramento . . . 

Jacob Silrerman .1 San Francisco . 



Murder 

Forgery ... 

Murder 

Burglary . 



Assault with deadly 

weapon. 
Robbery 



Rape . 



Grand larceny . 
Murder 



Perjury 

m an order suspending 
Murder 



Joseph King 

Charles Sullivan. 

Joseph Clark 

We« Darr 

Frank Stofer 

A. J. Grill 

Geo. Hemple 

W.H.Ryan 



San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 
San Francisco.. 

Mendocino 

Butte- 

Sonoma 

San Joaquin ... 
Plumas 



Rape 

Rape 

Murder 

Bribery 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Murder 

Murder 

Rape 

Grand larceny . 

Murder 

Embezzlement. 
Murder. 



Murder 2d degree 

Guilty 

Murder Ist degree . . 
Burglary 2d degree 

Guilty 

Grand larceny . . . 
Guilty 



Guilty 

Manslaughter.. 



Guilty 

sentence, and such 
Manslaughter 



Attempt 

Guilty 

Murder 1st degree. . 

Guilty 

Guilty 

Burglary 2d degree 
Murder 2d degree.. 
Murder 1st degree. . 

Guilty 

Guilty 

Murder 1st degree.. 

Guilty 

Murder 2d degree 



June 6/M 
Sept. 26/04 
July 9/04 
Nov. 3/04 
Oct. 19, '04 
People ap 
Nov. 17/04 



Feb. 27/06 

Jan. 24.'05 

June 3/04 
order was, 
July 9/04 

Mar. 6,'05 

Sept. 26/04 

May 12/05 

May 2,'05 

Jan. 14/04 

Apr. 11/03 

Feb. 4,'04 

May 27/99 

July l.'OS 

Sept. 1S.'05 

Nov. 9/06 

Dec.12,'06 

Oct. 28,'06 



Bi^^ORT OF ATTORNEY-GBNBRATa 
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^X- ATE OF CALIFORNIA, SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT-Contlnued. 



im-t of Trial Court. 



Penalty. 



SO years, San Quentin . 
LO years, San Quentin . 
20 years, San Quentin . 



5 years, Folsom. 



7 years, Folsom 

3 years, Folsom 

H years, San Quentin . 
*l yean, San Quentin . 



Notice of 
Appeal. 



Transcript 
Filed. 



I 



Dec. 19,*04 
Dec. 19,»04 



Oct. 17, '05 



Mar. 28,'06 
Apr. 16, '06 
Aug. 18,'06 
Apr. 18,'06 



Sept. 16,'05 
Oct. 26/05 
Oct. 26, '05 
Nov. 24,'05 
Nov. 24,'05 
Feb. 12,'06 
July 5, '06 
July 14,'06 
Sept. 5, '06 
Aug. 6,'06 



Judgment of Appellate 
Court. 



Date. Decision. 



Feb. 27,'06 
May 7,'06 
May 7,'06 
Feb. 9,'06 
May 31, '06 
May 24,'06 



Status of Appeal. 



Affirmed .. Closed. 
Affirmed .. Closed. 
Affirmed .. Closed. 
Reversed.. Closed. 
Affirmed .. Closed. 
Reversed.. Closed. 

Submitted. 

Submitted. 
.'.. Appellant's reply brief due. 

Appellant's brief due. 



OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

LATE DISTRICT. 



16 years, Folsom . 



Lfife, Folsom 

5 years, San Quentin ... 

2 years, San Quentin ... 

pealed from order in 

(arrest of judgment. 

20 years, San Quentin .. 



2 years, Folsom 

10 years, Folsom 

3 years, San Quentin .. 
by the Appellate Court, 

10 years, San Quentin .. 

11 years, San Quentin . 
15 years, San Quentin . 

Life, San Quentin 

5 years, San Quentin .. 

15 years, Folsom 

20 years, Folsom 

Life, San Quentin 

Life 

7 years, San Quentin .. 

10 years, Folsom 

Life, Folsom 

5 years, San Quentin .. 
14 years, San Quentin . 



June 6, '04 
Sept. 26,'04 
July 27,'04 
Dec. 9,'04 
Dec. 24, '04 
Apr. 18,'04 
Nov. 17,'04 



Feb. 27,'05 

Feb. 1,'06 

Apr. 20. 'Od 
reversed.) 
May 20, '05 

May 2,'05 

Sept. 27, '04 

May 15, '06 

May 3,'05 

Jan. 26, '04 

Apr. 27,'03 

Feb. 27,'04 

June 26,'99 

July 3, '05 

Sept. 21, '05 

Dec. 5,'05 

Dec. 22,'06 

Oct. 28,'05 



Nov. 29,'04 

Dec. 8, '04 

Dec. 9,'04 

Jan. 11, '05 

Jan. 11,'05 

Jan. 13, '05 

Feb. 26,'05 

Apr. 17,'05 

May 15, '05 

June 21, '05 

June 17, '05 

July 17,'05 

June 27,'05 

Aug. 9,'05 

Aug. 15, '05 

Jan. 9,'06 

Aug. 15,'05 

Aug. 25,'05 

Oct. 5,'05 

Dec. 1,'05 

Jan. 4,'06 

Feb. 16,*06 

Feb. 17,'06 



May 

May 
May 
May 
May 
May 
Jan. 
June 
Sept. 
Nov. 
Apr. 
Apr. 
Nov. 
Feb. 
Nov. 
Nov. 
Apr. 
Aug. 
May 
May 
Feb. 
Apr. 
May 
July 



24, '05 
23, '05 
24,'05 
24,'05 
29,'05 
29, '05 
24,'06 
30,'05 
21,'05 
20,'05 
12, '06 
13,'06 
27,'05 

3,'06 
27,'05 
16,'05 
12 '06 

9,'06 
15, '06 
23,'06 

8, '06 
11,'06 
15,'06 
18,'06 



Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Affirmed . 
Reversed . 
Affirmed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 
Reversed . 



Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Rehearing granted. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Closed. 

Appellant's brief due. 
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BBPOBT or ATTOBmST-CBEmBKAIi. 



CRIMINAL CASES IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF TJ 



No. 



Defendant. 



County. 



X 



Charge. 



Verdict. 



Jud 



Date. 



28 



90 
31 



32 



Fred Bciaroni et al 

Palermo Land & W. Co. 

A. Fernandez 

W.M. Amer 

H.Wright 

J. W. Hower 

Charles O'Biiem 



Calaveras 

Butte 

Merced... 
Madera... 
Butte 



Exploding dynamite in 

mine. 
Refusing to sell water. 



Assault to rape 

£mbeszlement 

Murder 

Mariposa I Assault to murder . 

Sacramento | Murder 



Nov. 16. 'O© 
Oct. 17, '05 
Mar. 19/06 



Guilty.; 

GuUty T. 

Guilty 

Guilty J People a.i> 

Manslaughter | Nov. 29,»OJ> 

Guilty P**^^ 9,*OS 

Murder Ist degree. .| May 3,'Ofk 



REP(«T OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL.. 



rrATB.OF CALIFORNIA, THIRD APPRLLATE DISTRICT—Centinued. 



>nt of Trial Court. 



Penalty. 

j years, San Quentln ... 

1100 fine 

6 years, San Quentln 

pealed from order grant- 

[ing new trial 
8 years, San Quentln . . 

8 years, San Quentln . . 

Life. San Quentin 



Notice of 
Appeal. 


Doc. 


28. 


•05 


Oct. 


25, 


'05 


Mar. 


19, 


'06 


Apr. 


18, 


'06 


Nov. 


29, 


'05 


July 


12, 


•06 


May 


3, 


'06 



Transcript 
Filed. 



May 2. '06 

May 3,'06 

June 3,'06 

July 5,'06 

July 7,'06 

Aug. 2, '06 

July 16, '06 



Judgment of Appellate 
Court. 11 



Date. 



Decision. 



Status of Appeal. 

Submitted. 
Submitted. 
Submitted. 
Submitted. 

Appellant's reply due. 
Appellant's reply dne. 
Appellant's brief due. 
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KEPORT OF ATTOBNBY-OBNEBAL. 

FINANCIAL STATEMENT. 



FIFTY-SIXTH FISCAL YEAR. 





Appropria- 


Amount 
Expended. 


Balance. 


Contingent Fund. 

Balance from fifty-fifth fiscal year 

Appropriation for fifty-sixth fiscal year. 

Amount expended during fifty-sixth fiscal year 


12 07 
1,000 00 


11,002 07 




Tpavelinff Fund. 
Balance from fifty -fifth fiscal year 


$26 10 
500 00 


1526 10 




Appropriation for fifty-sixth fiscal year... _ 




Amount expended during fifty-sixtn fiscal year 




Ck>8t8 of Suite Fund. 
Balance from fifty-fifth fiscal year 


$477 07 
2,000 00 


12,476 90 




Appropriation for fifty-sixth nscal year .. 




Amount expended durine fifty-sixtn fiscal year 




Balance from fifty-sixth fiscal year 




10 17 


Library Fund. 

Balance from tif tyrfifth fiscal year 

Appropriation for fifty-sixth fiscal year 

Amount expended during fifty-sixtn fiscal year 


121 05 
500 00 


1520 70 





Balance from fifty-sixth fiscal year 




10 36 


Rent Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-sixth fiscal year 

Amount expended during fifty-sixth fiscal year 


11,200 00 



11,200 00 




Fpintinff Fund. 
Balance from fifty-fifth fiscal year 


$5 75 

2,600 00 


12,605 76 




Appropriation for fifty-sixth nscal year 




Amount expended during fifty-sixtn fiscal year 









FIFTT-SBVENTH FISCAL TEAR. 



Contingent Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Amount expended during fifty-seventh fiscal year . 
Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Traveling Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Amount expended during fifty-seventn fiscal year. 
Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Costs of Suite Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Amount expended during fifty-seventh fiscal year . 
Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year 



Library Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Amount expended during fifty-seventn fiscal year . 
Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year 



Rent Fund. 



t-^ 



Appropriation for fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Amount expended during fifty-seventh fiscal year. 
Balance from fifty-seventn fiscal year 

Printing Fund. 

Appropriation for fifty-seventh fiscal year 

Amount expended durine fifty-seventh fiscal year . 
Balance from fifty-seventh fiscal year 



11,700 00 



1500 00 



$2,000 00 



$500 00 



$1,800 00 



$3,000 00 



$1,676 65 



$498 35 



$1,966 05 



$438 55 



$1,735 00 



$2,651 00 



$23 35 



$165 



$13 95 



$6145 



$65 00 



$348 50 



REPORT OP ATTORNBY-GBNBRAIj. 
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STATEMENT OF SPECIAL FUNDS, CREATED BY ACT OF THE 
LEGISLATURE, Approved June 14, 1906. 



Appropria- 
tion. 



Amount 
Expended. 



Contingent Fund. 

Created by an Act of the Legislature, entitled "An Act making 
an appropriation for the contingent expenses of the office ol 
Attorney-General, ' ' approved June 14, 1906 



$2,000 00 



Law Book Fund. 

Created by an Act of the Legislature, entitled "An Act making 
an appropriation for the purchase of law books for the Attor- 
ney-General," approved June 14, 1908 



$6,000 00 
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bxpobh op attobnet-gbnerau 



REPORTS OF DISTRICT ATTORNEYS FOR THE TWO YEARS 
ENDING JUNE 30, 1906. 



CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS (FELONIES) IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS. 



County. 



Alameda . . 
Alpine .-. 
Amador... 

Butte 

Calaveras . 
Colusa . . 
Contra Costa. 
Del Norte . 
El Dorado 
Fresno . . . 
Glenn . . 
Humboldt 

Inyo 

Kern 

Kings 

Lake 

Lassen 

Los Angeles.. 

Madera 

Marin 

Mariposa 

Mendocino . 

Merced 

Modoc 

Mono 

Monterey ... 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

Plumas 

Riverside 

Sacramento.. 
San Benito... 
San B'dino... 
8an Diego ... 
San Fran.*... 
San Joaquin . 
San L. Obispo 
San Mateo ... 
Santa B'bara. 
Santa Qlara . . 
Santa Cruz... 

Shasta 

Sierra 

Siskiyou .... 

Solano 

Sonoma 

Stanislaus ... 

Sutter 

Tehama 

Trinity _. 

Tulare . 

Tuolumne ... 

Ventura 

Yolo 

Yuba 



Totals . 



District Attorney. 
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John J. Allen 

W.H. Thorn burg. 
C.P.Vicini .. 
Warren Sexton... 

J. P.Snyder 

I. G. Zumwalt 

H. V. Alvarado .. 

F. W. Taft 

C. E. Peters 

Geo. W Jones 

R. L. Clifton .... 

O. C. Gregor 

W. D. Dehy 

J. W. P. Laird.... 
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H. W. Brewer .... 
H. D. Burroughs. 
J. D. Fredericks.. 

R. R. Fowler 

T.P.Boyd 

J. A. Adair 

Robert Duncan .. 
E. H.'Hoar 

E. C. Bonner 

P. R. Parker 

F. A. Treat 

R. Benjamin 

Geo. L. Jones ... 

H. C. Head 

A. K. Robinson .. 

L.N. Peters 
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A. M. Seymour... 

H. W.Scott 

L. M. Sprecher... 
Cassius Carter ... 
W. H. Langdon .. 

C. W. Norton 

C. A. Palmer. .. 
J. J. Bullock . .. 

E. W. Squier 

J. H. Campbell... 

B.K. Knight 

T. B. Dozier . . 
W.J. Redding... 

C. J. Luttrell 

T. C.Gregory." 

C. H. Pond 

L. J. Maddux 

L.Schillig 

M.J. Gill 

H. K. Given 

Dan'l McFadzean 
E.W.Holland... 

D. G. Bowker .... 

H L. Huston 

M. T. Brittain.... 
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' Report covers last year only. Records of previous year destroyed. 
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